Western and Eastern Churches, at least in the minds of the canon lawyers who were confronted with laws advocating practices alien to their own. 4 In this article, I will focus on one such alien practice-clerical marriage-in the commentaries of two AngloNorman decretists, Master Honorius and the author of the Summa Lipsiensis.
5 At the end of the twelfth century, when these commentaries were written, clerical marriage was still a contentious issue in the West. As such, a hostile attitude might be expected, not only towards the practice itself, but also towards the Eastern clergy who still adhered to it.
In what follows, I will argue that these Anglo-Norman decretists referred to the Eastern Church and its married priests much more often than one might expect, given the relative absence of interactions between Byzantium and the Anglo- 4 It was rare to see participants from the East in Lateran councils. One exception was Lateran III to which Emperor Manuel Komnenos (1143-1180) sent Nektarios, abbot of Casula, as an observer. In Lateran IV, another Byzantine made an appearance in the conciliar list, Theodore of Negroponte, a bishop who had yielded to Latin control after the Fourth Crusade and was there to accompany Gervais, the Latin patriarch of Constantinople (1215 Constantinople ( -1219 . See Raymonde Foreville, Latran I, II, III et Latran IV (Paris 1965) 256, 392. 5 Magistri Honorii Summa 'De iure canonico tractaturus ', edd. Rudolf Weigand, Peter Landau, Waltraud Kozur (3 vols. MIC Series A 5; Vatican City 2004 -2010 hereafter Magistri Honorii. Summa 'Omnis qui iuste iudicat ' Sive Lipsiensis, edd. Rudolf Weigand, Peter Landau, Waltraud Kpzur et al. (3 vols. MCI Series A 7; Vatican City, 2007 -2014 hereafter Summa Lipsiensis. Master Honorius is believed to have been a native of Kent and might have been a rector of Willesborough from 1184 or 1185. His commentary on Gratian's Decretum was written between 1188 and 1190 when he was studying at the Parisian school of canon law. The Summa Lipsiensis was completed around 1186 and has been called the most elaborate commentary on Gratian before Huguccio. See Stephan Kuttner and Eleanor Rathbone, 'Anglo-Norman Canonists of the Twelfth Century ', Traditio, 7 (1949 ', Traditio, 7 ( -1951 279-358 at 304-305 and 295-296. It has recently been suggested that its author was Rodoicus Modicipassus. See Landau, 'Rodoicus ModicipassusVerfasser der Summa Lipsiensis?', ZRG Kan., 92 (2006) 340-354. Norman realm, and that they did so without hostility. 6 Their references include comments that sprang directly from the text of Gratian that they had in front of them, as well as more imaginative speculations about faraway priests. They accepted clerical marriage in the East as a tradition that was different from their own, but one that was also valid. In their treatment of the Western clergy, they adopted a moderate position. Regarding two of the most important issues of the reform period, church property was often mentioned, but the question of purity was rather muted. These attitudes towards Eastern and Western clerics and their marriages were likely to have stemmed from the two decretists' understanding (correct or not) of the historical development of clerical marriage, as well as their, perhaps inevitable, focus on the law. On the one hand, they thought that clerical celibacy was a man-made imposition; on the other, their purpose was to explore the limits of the laws, rather than to adopt a polemical stance. Finally, I will contrast this interest in the East to the rather indifferent and, if anything, hostile attitude that the twelfth-century Byzantine canon lawyers exhibi-ted towards the marital customs of the West. This study hopes to be a useful addition to Brieskorn's recent article on Western canonical 6 The views on clerical marriage of these and many other canonists between the time of Gratian's Decretum and Ramón de Peñafort have been studied by Liotta, who discussed in particular the importance of vows, the emergence of the obligation of continence and possibilities for dispensation, as well as sanctions imposed on incontinent clerics. Filippo Liotta, La continenza dei chierici nel pensiero canonistico classico: Da Graziano a Gregorio IX (Studi senesi, Quaderni 24; Milan 1971) . See also Stickler's synthesis on this topic in Alfons M. Stickler, 'L'évolution de la discipline du célibat dans l'église en occident de l'âge patristique au Concile de Trente', Sacerdoce et célibat: Études historiques et théologiques, ed. Joseph Coppens (Ephemerides theologicae Lovanienses, Biblioteca 28; Gembloux-Louvain 1971) 373-442 at 416-424. For some interactions between England and Byzantium, see Jonathan Shepard, 'The English and Byzantium: A Study of their Role in the Byzantine Army in the later Eleventh Century ', Traditio 29 (1973) 53-92; Krijnie N. Ciggaar, Western Travellers to Constantinople: The West and Byzantium, 962-1204, Cultural and Political Relations (Medieval Mediterranean 10; Leiden-New York 1996) 129-160. attitudes towards the Eastern Church in the Liber Extra (1234) which also noted a rather positive and lenient attitude towards the married clergy in the East. 7 
Rules and Background: West and East
In the West, bishops, priests, deacons, and eventually subdeacons were expected to observe complete sexual abstinence. This had been the theory since at least the late fourth century, when we find the first legislation concerning priests who were still allowed to be married, but were prohibited from having sex with their wives.
8 A re-iteration of such rules continued periodically and with limited success until the eleventh and twelfth centuries, when the papacy became more able to force Western clergy to play by its rules. In this period, celibacy rather than continence was expected, and the marriage of clerics in major orders was presented as sinful, polluting, and ultimately invalid. 9 In some cases, priests, deacons, and subdeacons who refused to separate from their wives were forbidden to celebrate 7 Brieskorn found that the Eastern Church came up in three different contexts: 1. when there was discussion of areas in which Greeks and Latins lived next to each other; 2. when there was conflict within the ecclesiastical hierarchy; 3. when rules affected the Greek Church and applied both within the Latin empire and the Patriarchate. When it came specifically to clerical marriage, we find some remarkable laws. In one decretal (X 5.38.7), Pope Clement III (1187-1191) demanded that Greek priests look after their offspring properly and set strict penance for those whose infants were smothered in the cradle. In another (X. 3.3.6), the sons of Greek clerics born in legitimate matrimony were allowed to join the Western Church, as long as no objection was voiced by the local clergy. See Norbert Brieskorn, '"Licet Graecos (…)": Wie der Liber Extra die Beziehungen zur griechisch-orthodoxen Kirche regelt', Proceedings Esztergom 2012 609-619. 8 mass and were deprived of their benefices, while the faithful were encouraged to refuse their ministrations. 10 In terms of papal councils, a turning point was reached at Lateran I (1123), which made ordination a diriment impediment to marriage. Previously, there would have been penalties for ordained clerics who chose to take a wife, but their marriage was still considered valid. The same rule was repeated at Lateran II (1139) and reaffirmed at Lateran IV (1215).
11 By the end of the twelfth century, opposing voices on both sides of the English channel were quieting down.
12 Even those who wished for a relaxation of the rules of clerical celibacy were obliged to conform to the reformist party line.
13 However, it was by no means the case that clerical marriage was altogether eradicated.
14 In Byzantium, the rules that were valid in the eleventh and twelfth centuries had been more or less fixed at the Council in 10 For an early example, see the encyclical letter sent out by Pope Nicholas II to disseminate the canons of the 1059 Synod of Rome, in MGH Const. . 15 According to canon 6 of this council, clerics in sacred orders who wished to have a wife needed to get married before their ordination to the subdiaconate. 16 According to canon 13, priests, deacons, and subdeacons were not obliged to make a vow of continence upon their ordination, but were allowed to keep their lawful wives and to continue having sexual intercourse with them at appropriate times. 17 This meant that they were only bound to temporary continence during an unspecified time before service at the altar. Canon 12 decreed that bishops had to observe absolute continence and as such needed to put their wives away in a monastery. 18 Initially, subdeacons had not been explicitly included in the lists of clerics who needed to observe temporary abstinence or who were forbidden to marry. 19 In fact, even deacons were at first treated more leniently. Acknowledging the difficulty of deciding for celibacy at a young age, canon 10 of the council of Ancyra (314) prohibited in the sixth century by Emperor Justinian (527-565) but seems to have continued. 21 In the late ninth century, Emperor Leo VI (886-912) still had to forbid the custom of priests' being able to marry within two years of their ordination. 22 Although in the twelfth century we no longer hear any contemporary complaints about this issue in the Byzantine canonical commentaries, the right of Eastern clerics in major orders to marry was falsely assumed by Western canonists, as we will see in what follows.
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The Eastern Church in Explanations of Ancient Canons
The Eastern Church (ecclesia orientalis) often came up in the Summa of Master Honorius and in the Summa Lipsiensis as part of discussions of ancient canons that were in favor of clerical marriage. These canons were strange by definition, as they supported a discipline that advocated the opposite of contemporary Western law. As we will see, this strangeness could lead to false assumptions about the Eastern 'other', as well as to legal gymnastics aiming to explain away the contradictions. The usual explanations 'ex tempore, ex loco', and 'ex causa' could have a distancing effect, taking away some of the awkwardness of being faced with a canon that advocated clerical sex, but they did not always work in a straightforward way.
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What is more, sometimes they led to an opposite result: confronted with the description and justification of how things worked in the East and/or the past, both Anglo-Norman decretists could appear remarkably accepting of the Eastern married clergy. That is to say, the strangeness of the canons led not simply to misunderstandings or quick dismissals of a distant condition, but to a frequent and rather amicable engagement with the rules of the East, the common past of the Churches, and their separate development.
A common false assumption that cropped up in explanations of ancient canons was that Eastern clerics in major orders could contract marriages. It is difficult to locate where this assumption came from. However we can see it in action in the discussion of canons 6 and 13 of the Council in Trullo, which as I have mentioned was crucial in fixing the marital law of the Eastern clergy as in canon 6 (D.31 c.7):
Si quis eorum, qui ad clerum accedunt, uoluerit nuptiali iure mulieri copulari, hoc ante ordinem subdiaconatus faciat.
If anyone of those who accede to the clergy wishes to be joined to a wife through marital law [i.e. get married], let him do this before his ordination to the subdiaconate. Canon 13: (D. 31 c.13 § 2):
Si quis igitur presumpserit contra apostolicos canones aliquos presbiterorum, diaconorum priuare a contactu et communione legalis uxoris suae, deponatur.
If anyone therefore presumes to deprive, against the apostolic canons, any priests or deacons from contact and intercourse with their legal wife, let him be deposed.
According to Master Honorius and the Summa Lipsiensis, these canons were to be understood ex loco and no longer applied in the West.
25 Discussion could therefore have ended at that. Nevertheless the two decretists chose to investigate the topic further. They perceived a contradiction between the two canons. This is a confusion since in fact they refer to two different issues: the first canon talks about the right of clerics to contract marriage before but not after their accession to the subdiaconate; the second refers to continence within marriage and affirms the rights of Eastern priests and deacons to have sexual intercourse with their spouses. This was not, however, the interpretation of the Summa Lipsiensis. 26 The cause of the confusion was the word 'copulari' in canon 6 which can mean both 'to contract marriage' and 'to have sexual intercourse'. I have translated it as 'to get married', but the decretist most likely understood 'nuptiali iure mulieri copulari' to mean 'to have sexual intercourse with his wife according to his marital right'.
27 With this meaning of 'copulari', canon 6 would appear to prohibit Eastern clerics in sacred orders from having sex with their wives, while canon 13 clearly allowed that very thing. This problem did not exist in the original Greek, despite the fact that a similarly ambiguous word was used (συνάπτω). The meaning of the phrase in canon 6, γάμου νόμῳ συνάπτεσθαι γυναικί ('to be joined with a woman according to the law of marriage'), became obvious from the beginning of the canon, which was not included in the Latin:
henceforth it is in no wise lawful for any subdeacon, deacon or presbyter after his ordination to contract matrimony, but if he should dare to do so, let him be deposed.
Canon 6 clearly referred to contracting marriage, not marital intercourse. There was no contradiction between the two canons, but the author of the Summa Lipsiensis had reasons to think there was, given the abbreviated text he had to work with.
Master Honorius had the same problem. When commenting on canon 6 of Trullo (D.32 c.7) he asked 'But is it not the case that the sixth synod elsewhere prohibits that continence may be imposed?' The answer is 'yes' and the reader is pointed towards canon 13 of Trullo (D.31 c.13). 29 The word 'continence' (continentia) makes it clear that, like the author of the Summa Lipsiensis, Master Honorius understood 'copulari' in canon 6 of Trullo as referring to having sexual intercourse, not contracting marriage. This meant that both the Summa Lipsiensis and Master Honorius missed the point that Eastern clerics were not allowed to marry after their ordination to the subdiaconate. 30 In terms of how the two decretists resolved the apparent contradiction, we know from their comments elsewhere that, for all their misunderstanding about when Eastern clerics could contract marriage, they were perfectly aware of their right to have sexual intercourse with their wives and abstain from them only temporarily.
31 So in their eyes the contradiction was resolved in favor of canon 13 of Trullo. How then did they explain the existence of canon 6? They suggested that the contradictory canons only appeared to be part of the same council.
32 This was possible in the case of the council in Trullo because of its rather complicated history. The two decretists knew from Gratian (D.16 c.6-7) that the 'sixth council' was convened in two parts, first by emperor Constantine IV (668-685) in 680-681 and then a few years later by his son Justinian II (685) (686) (687) (688) (689) (690) (691) (692) (693) (694) (695) (705) (706) (707) (708) (709) (710) (711) ). Yet, they also knew that the first session did not produce any canons and all 102 canons came from the second session. Master Honorius argued that there were in fact three councils: the first only condemned some heretics; the second promulgated 102 canons; the third promulgated some extra canons for the heretics that the first council had condemned. Although we are told that this information comes ex cronicis, it is a fanciful reconstruction of what happened at the council in Trullo. 33 Master Honorius further went on to report a contemporary speculation about the existence of another emperor also named Justinian, who would be the father of Constantine IV and who would have convened the first of the three councils.
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Such reconstructions show the creative interpretations that the two decretists could produce in order to reach legal concord, but are also a sign of their interest in the Eastern past. A similar example comes from the commentary on the council of Ancyra (314), where the same misconception, that Eastern clerics can contract marriages after their ordination to the subdiaconate, led Master Honorius to argue that parts of the same canon referred to two different Churches, East and West, although this was nowhere explicitly stated. Canon 10 of the council of Ancyra (D.28 c.8) decreed: 35 1. Any who are ordained deacons, if they protested during their ordination, saying that they wanted to take wives and that they were unable to observe continence, and if they have since married, are to continue in their ministry, because the bishop gave them licence to do so. 2. Any however who are silent and receive the imposition of hands professing continence, if they afterwards proceed to marriage, these shall cease from the ministry.
Master Honorius claimed that the canon could be understood ex loco, with part 2 referring to the Western Church, and part 1 referring to the Eastern Church assuming that the words 'protested' and 'licence' were superfluous (ex habundanti). These qualifications were necessary because, according to the decretist, in the Eastern Church a tacit vow would not lead to an obligation of continence as in 2. nor were any protestations or license necessary as in 1. 36 Alternatively, Master Honorius suggested that the whole canon could have been addressed to the sub isto Constantino sexta, sub Iustiniano Constantini filio ultima, que septima dicitur'. Constantine IV's father was Eastern Church; but if so, we would need to accept that the second part referred to clerics who after their ordination took an explicit vow of continence, completely independent of that ordination.
37 Again here it is Master Honorius' assumption that ordained clerics were allowed to marry that makes this later explicit vow necessary.
In addition to this rather contrived explanation ex loco, Master Honorius suggested that the canon could be understood ex tempore, but pointed out problems about its chronology: 'it is asked whether at the time of that council continence had been introduced or not'. 38 The Summa Lipsiensis raised the same issue and focused in particular on the part of the canon allowing a bishop to give a deacon license for a later marriage. The decretist made clear that this was not the case at his time, as bishops no longer had the power to give license even to subdeacons to contract marriage. 39 He then went on to ask how a bishop could 'dispense' someone from a vow in the first place: if continence had been decreed for the diaconate as an order, a simple bishop would not have the power to dispense individual cases; if continence had not yet been decreed, no dispensation would be necessary, nor would there be need to protest explicitly. 40 Neither of the two decretists, therefore, knew whether at the date of the Council of Ancyra clerical continence was already a requirement. 41 Such problems of chronology were common, and Immediately afterwards the author of the Summa Lipsiensis adds a second citation from early legal thinking about clerical marriage to support lay marriage, stating that 'marital intercourse is chastity'. This makes direct reference to the story of Paphnoutios from the council of Nicaea (325). Although this council did not promulgate canons on the question of clerical marriage, it is the stage for an anecdote which made an influential contribution to the topic. According to this, the Council of Nicaea was about to impose continence on bishops, priests, and deacons before the intervention of an unmarried ascetic, Paphnoutios, who insisted on the sanctity of marriage and the dangers of fornication, and persuaded the council to allow clerics to continue having sexual intercourse with their wives. This story, which is now widely accepted as fiction, was first recorded in the fifth-century history of Socrates Scholasticus, but circulated in the West through the Historia Tripartita produced for Cassiodorus. 46 Two points of interest emerge from their commentaries. The first involves the definition of 'castitas' within Paphnoutios' story. He claimed that to have sexual intercourse with one's own wife is chastity (castitatem dicens esse cum propria coniuge concubitum). In their comments, both decretists accepted the possibility that sex within marriage can be called chaste, even though it is clerical marriage that is in question here. According to the Summa Lipsiensis sexual intercourse is not blameworthy when it is done for the procreation of children or for the rendering of the marital debt.
48 Master Honorius adds sexual intercourse motivated by the wish to avoid adultery, and states that it would be a sin if the spouses were only motivated by Cholij, Clerical Celibacy in East and West (Leominster 1988) 85-92. The story enjoyed some popularity as part of the polemical literature of the Gregorian period. See Melve, 'The Public Debate' 688-706. It was condemned in 1079 by Gregory VII at a synod, but was ultimately included in Gratian's Decretum (D.31 c.12). Surprisingly, it did not enjoy a similar popularity in the East. The Council in Trullo made no reference to this account, nor did the twelfth-century canonical commentators. We find the first later reference to it in 1335 in Matthaios Blastares' Syntagma 4.152-153. 47 The two decretists were not uncritical about authenticity. For example, both knew from Gratian that the Western Church accepted the Canons of the Apostles (c. 380) only in part; they were not made by the apostles themselves and were apocryphal texts: Magistri Honorii 1.114: 'Unde sic lege: canones apostolorum falsi, quorum, non falsorum set uerorum, orientalis etc.'; Summa Lipsiensis 1.126, D.32 c.6 s.v. apostolorum: 'non quos fecerunt apostoli, set sub nomine apostolorum alii fecerunt et eos inter canones ueros apostolorum inserebant'. The most controversial apostolic canon in terms of marriage included in the Decretum was canon 5 (D.28 c.14) which anathematized those who taught priests to despise their wives. Master Honorius simply skipped this canon altogether and did not cross-reference it anywhere else in his commentary: Magistri Honorii 3.156. The Summa Lipsiensis paired it up with canon 4 of Gangra and treated it ex causa: Summa Lipsiensis 1.112. 48 Summa Lipsiensis 1.120, D.31 c.12 s.v. castitatem: 'idest quiddam simile castitati, ne sit in xxvii. q. i. Nuptiarum contra. Et talis castitas est in concubitu coniugatorum, ut si fiat causa prolis commixtio illa, ut di.xiii. Nerui (D.13 c.2) uel si exactus reddat debitum, ut xxxiii. q.v. Si dicat'(C.33 q.5 c.1).
lust.
49 Both decretists apply here to the Eastern clergy their own ideas of sexual morality and borrow these from their criteria for lay marriage. Although these are different from the definition we would find in Byzantium, their willingness to accept that marital sex in the case of clerics can be redeemed is a remarkable example of their lack of hostility towards the Eastern Church and its tradition.
The second point of interest involves the two decretists' justification of their own practice in relation to the Paphnoutios story which supported clerical marriage and sex within it. The Summa Lipsiensis acknowledged the great importance of the Council of Nicaea, insisting that it had the same authority as the four gospels. To explain the departure from it, he latched on to the wording of the story in Gratian's Decretum in D.31 c.12:
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The Nicene synod, wanting to correct the life of ecclesiastics, proposed laws. and concluded that: 51 The council only proposed (posuit) but did not fix (statuit) the laws.
This meant that later generations of ecclesiastics could change them. Master Honorius also justified the Western Church's change of attitude since Paphnoutios, by taking advantage of the difference between 'permissio', 'preceptum', and 'prohibitio'. Asking whether it was allowed for the Western Church to introduce continence, he argued that it was, because while one may not go against a precept or a prohibition, one does not need to exercise the right afforded by a permission. 53 Both decretists, then, accepted the practice of clerical celibacy as an innovation of the Western Church, and justified its validity in legal terms.
This accepting attitude towards Eastern married clerics was most likely conditioned by the two decretists' understanding of the historical development of clerical celibacy in East and West. They believed that Western celibacy had not always been the rule and that it was progressively introduced by the papacy at different times for different grades. 54 This was clearly stated in the Summa Lipsiensis:
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In summary, it ought to be known that in the past it used to be the case, and it is now still observed in the Eastern Church, that clerics in sacred orders could lawfully contract marriages and did not cease from their ministry because of this, provided however that they abstained from marital intercourse during times of service. Later on, continence was received in the Western Church among the priests, as we see in D.28 c.6. After a while after abstinence became more and more pleasing, continence was received among deacons, as we see in D.28 c. with chastity flourishing, the third grade of the subdeacons was added, as we see in D.28 c.1.
The Eastern Church was following a different, more ancient, tradition.
The Travelling Priest and Other Questions about the East
In all of the questions we have examined so far, the reflections of the two decretists on the Eastern Church were prompted by the text in front of them, as they were trying to make sense of contradictions one distinction at a time. Their comments, far from turning a blind eye to laws that did not apply to them, are often particularly full, partly because explanations 'ex loco, tempore', and 'causa' did not always work easily. However, the inquiries of Master Honorius and the author of the Summa Lipsiensis went beyond responding to prompts and led them to ask imaginative questions about far away Eastern clerics. What would happen if a cleric from the West were to move to the East or vice versa? Would he have to follow the rule of his mother church or would he need to adapt to the rules of his new environment?
Such questions appear in a number of commentaries on Gratian's Decretum and are introduced by the phrases 'queritur' (it is asked), or 'queri solet' (it is often asked), which indicate that they were part of the 'quaestiones decretales'. This subgenre of legal writing dealt with particular scenarios which could be fictional or real and were often used to clarify contradictions in the sources. travelling cleric in his comments on canon 70 of the council of Carthage, which asked bishops, priests, deacons, and subdeacons to abstain from sexual intercourse in accordance with previously established law (priora instituta), but allowed all other clerics to follow the custom of their own church. 57 In his commentary, Rufinus started with a more local example concerning readers and acolytes who moved from a church which had a long custom of celibacy in minor orders to one which permitted marriage. Would they be allowed to take a wife? The answer is 'yes', but they would be advised to do so after some time had passed, in case they seemed like 'indecorous enthusiasts' for marriage. 58 Rufinus hastens to point out, however, that the answer would be entirely different in the case of subdeacons who travelled to the Eastern Church. Unlike acolytes, they would not be allowed to marry because a vow of continence was annexed to their ordination to the subdiaconate. This reasoning is premised upon the assumption that Eastern subdeacons were allowed to contract marriages, which is also followed by the author of the Summa Lipsiensis and Master Honorius who pick up where Rufinus left off with this question by focusing on clergy in sacred orders. 60 Master Honorius started with the following question: 'It is asked, if an Eastern priest were to come here with his wife, would he be able to minister?'. The answer is 'no', because such a thing would cause scandal for the rest of the clergy; it was only if the priest was willing to abstain from sexual intercourse that he would be allowed to serve the Church. But such a decision depended not only on him, but also on his wife. 61 Master Honorius was here making a reference to the marital debt, which meant that spouses were to have sex with each other on demand and could not unilaterally decide to abstain.
62 He continued to ask whether a Western cleric who went to the East would be allowed to get married following local custom. The answer was again in favor of continence, which 'surpasses the custom of that Church'.
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The question of custom also came up in the comment of the author of the Summa Lipsiensis on the same topic. He argued that the custom of the Church to which a cleric had come was to take facit, dum annexum votum suscipit: quod utique in acolito notari nullatenus potest'. 60 Although this seems like a more far-fetched scenario when it comes to the Anglo-Norman realm, it would not have been that strange in Italy to find priests moving between areas of Roman and Byzantine control. precedence. The example he gave to support this came from advice that Ambrose (c.339-397) gave to Augustine, when the latter was living in Milan with his mother, St Monica. 64 The Romans used to fast on Saturdays, but the Milanese did not. The discrepancy bothered Monica, so Augustine turned to Ambrose, who stated that when he visited Rome, he fasted on Saturday, when he was in Milan he did not. The 'When in Rome' principle was to observe the custom prevailing in the Church you came to in order not to give offence with your conduct. For the author of the Summa Lipsiensis this applied to clerical marriage as it applied to fasting, showing that he considered both to be questions of custom rather than doctrine. In the opposite case, however, the Summa Lipsiensis used the same argument as Rufinus: a Western cleric travelling to the East would not be able to observe the local custom, because of his vow of continence.
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Other questions that the two Anglo-Norman decretists asked and answered about Eastern clerics included the following: (1) If an Eastern cleric contracted a second marriage, contrary to the custom of his own church, would his marriage be valid? In addition to such questions, both decretists brought up the Eastern Church in their comments on canons which were not in contradiction with the Western Church and as such did not need to be explained away. To give just one example, when commenting on canon 8 of the council of Neocaesarea (315) (D. 34 c. 11), which decreed that clerics whose wives committed adultery had to cast them away or suffer the loss of their ministry, Master Honorius explained that this referred to clerics in minor orders in the West, but to all orders in the East. 69 Then he went on to venture that Eastern clerics who did not follow the rule would not be allowed to minister, but might not be deposed. 70 In contrast to the cases that we saw in the previous section, here Master Honorius could have explained this canon with no reference to Eastern clerics. It was his choice to juxtapose the Eastern and Western examples.
For the two Anglo-Norman decretists, talking about the Eastern clerics seems to have been an opportunity to reflect on topics of contemporary interest, such as the nature of laws and customs, tacit and explicit vows, and the marital debt. The divergent laws of the Eastern Church allowed them to explore different possibilities and to verbalize concerns about their own condition. Eastern clerics could be said to have been 'creatures less clearly defined and less securely bounded by the structures that held men in place in society', and as such they were 'good to think with '. 71 This meant that contemplating the situation in the Property and Purity I have so far considered the two decretists' discourse about clerical marriage largely in isolation from the main bugbears of many Western ecclesiastics: property and purity. In the eleventh and twelfth centuries, married clerics were often accused of alienating the property of their church for the benefit of their wives, the dowries of their daughters, and the advancement of their sons. In addition to these more material problems, married clerics in major orders were expected to be celibate in order to maintain themselves in a state of purity. Ideally, virginal hands were needed to handle the virginal body of Christ in the form of the Eucharist. 73 However, neither of these issues seems to come up in relation to the Eastern Church in the two Anglo-Norman decretists. The question of property was raised several times and in quite some detail when it came to the Western clergy and their need for celibacy. Master Honorius and the Summa Lipsiensis asked in which cases a cleric could lose his office and/or benefice because he got married; whether a priest with a family could become bishop despite the financial risk that came with his marital status; to what extent a cleric could provide for his instead of being an obstacle to integration, serve rather to produce it'. See Claude Lévi-Strauss, Totemism, trans. Rodney Needham (London 1962) 73 Chapter 2 in Hugh M. Thomas, The Secular Clergy in England, 1066 -1216 (Oxford 2014 former wife after his ordination, and so on. 74 The question of purity, on the other hand, came up very little, even in the case of Western clergy. The Summa Lipsiensis tells us that Pope Gregory the Great (590-604) extended celibacy amongst the subdeacons (D.31 c.1) 'out of reverence for the sacraments and for the sake of the purity of ministers'.
75 Similarly, in the same chapter, he says that the 'works of incontinence. . . are described as "evil" because of the law of shame (turpitudinis)' that accompanies them.
76 Elsewhere, he repeats Gratian's assertion that clerics must always observe chastity because they must always serve the altar.
77 But such statements are rare in the Summa Lipsiensis and even rarer in Master Honorius' commentary. 78 In sum, the reformist agenda of the eleventh century appears to have left remarkably little trace on the question of clerical marriage in the East in these decretists.
What did Byzantine Canonists Think?
The active engagement of the two Anglo-Norman decretists with the Eastern Church also contrasts starkly with the practice of the twelfth-century Byzantine canon lawyers who, as much as possible, avoided talking about the marriage customs of the Western Church, even when prompted by the canons they were commenting on. 79 Balsamon continued by referring the reader forward to another fuller comment on clerical celibacy, which, however, focused on 'barbarian churches' (ἐν ταῖς βαρβαρικαῖς ἐκκλησίαις).
80 This was a comment on canon 30 of Trullo, which acknowledged that celibacy was an acceptable choice, but expressed suspicion as to its feasibility and asked those clerics who wished to remain chaste to stop living with their wives. Instead of praising that choice, the canon presented it as a concession, stating that 'we have conceded this to them on no other ground than their narrowness of spirit, and foreign and unsettled manners'.
81 Balsamon was also sceptical but acknowledged that celibacy was a pious practice and that what is done out of piety should not be dismissed, but supported and recommended. Nonetheless, he did not advocate its widespread adoption:
82
Note this therefore as something that was said specifically, and ought to be understood in reference only to those who are priests in barbaric regions, not to the rest. I asked several bishops who had come from Russia about this, and even the metropolitan of Alania, and learnt that the terms of this canon are not valid for those regions, despite the fact 79 81 'Πρὸς τοῦτο δὲ αὐτοῖς οὐ δι᾿ ἄλλο τι ἢ διὰ τὴν τῆς γνώμης μικροψυχίαν καὶ τὸ τῶν ἠθῶν ἀπεξενωμένον καὶ ἀπαγές ἐνδεδώκαμεν.' Syntagma 2.369. 82 'Σημείωσαι οὖν τοῦτο, ὡς ἰδικῶς ἐκφωνηθὲν, καὶ ὀφεῖλον ἐξακούεσθαι εἰς μόνους τοὺς ὄντας ἱερεῖς ἐν χώραις βαρβαρικαῖς, οὐ μὴν καὶ εἰς τοὺς λοιπούς. Ἐγὼ δὲ ἐρωτήσας διαφόρους ἐπισκόπους περὶ τούτου, ἀπὸ Ῥωσσίας ἐλθόντας, ἀλλὰ μὴν καὶ τὸν μητροπολίτην Ἀλανίας, ἔμαθον, μὴ ἐνεργεῖν τὰ τοῦ παρόντος κανόνος εἰς τὰς τοιαύτας χώρας, καὶ ταῦτα οὔσας βαρβαρικάς· ἀλλὰ κατὰ τοὺς ἡμετέρους ἱερεῖς κἀκείνους ἔχειν τὰς οἰκείας γυναῖκας καὶ μετὰ τὴν χειροτονίαν.' Syntagma 2.370. that they are barbaric. But like our priests they also keep their wives, even after ordination.
Like the canonist, we are not entirely sure whom the council in Trullo was referring to in this canon. 83 In the twelfth century, Balsamon did not associate the 'barbarian churches' with the West, but with Russia. Even so, this would have been a good place to make some comment about the situation in the West, as the canonist knew that Western clergy too had to be celibate. Yet, he chose to make no mention of the Roman Church here.
In fact the relationship between Western and Byzantine practices of clerical celibacy was largely avoided, and led to no introspection comparable to what we saw in the two AngloNorman decretists. This can be seen in another rare mention of the Western Church, in a comment on canon 4 of the Council of Carthage, which referred to the Roman custom of celibacy. There is here an explicit contradiction between Eastern and Western custom and the canonists observe that the Westerners 'are wrong about this, as they are about other things'.
84 They cite in support canon 5 of the Apostles, and then reluctantly admit that 'perhaps someone will say that also amongst us bishops do not have wives'. 85 This could have been a point of reflection on the similarities as well as the differences between Eastern and Western practices of clerical continence. But the canonists 83 Judith Herrin has suggested that it was clerics living in areas under either Western or Arab control. If it referred to the West, it could have meant the areas of southern Italy, Sicily, and the diocese of eastern Illyricum which embraced the Balkans, Greece, and the Aegean islands. These areas remained formally under Rome until the eighth century and should have followed Roman customs. Alternatively, in the eastern provinces that had been overrun by the Arabs during the second half of the seventh century, Christian priests might have tried to demonstrate their commitment to the faith by separating from their wives. See Judith Herrin, '"Femina Byzantina": The Council in Trullo on Women', Dumbarton Oaks Papers 46 (1992) After this citation they continued with an accusation pointing out that canon 70 of the council of Carthage also 'refutes the Latins, who think wrongly about this' and then directed the reader towards a canon which asked for temporary continence.
87
As we have seen, this attitude is in stark contrast to the two Anglo-Norman decretists' choice to talk about and sometimes imagine the different customs of the Eastern Church in detail.
Perhaps it was too difficult for the Byzantine canon lawyers to explain why the practice of the Western Church, which was not barbaric, was not superior to their own, and as such they preferred to avoid any comments. To some extent their reluctance to expand can be attributed to more general differences in the way that Eastern and Western canonists worked: imaginary scenarios were not a feature of the Byzantine canonical commentaries, as they were in the West. 88 But the Byzantine canonists did go into more detail on other issues concerning the Western Church, particularly ones associated with the liturgy, such as the reception of the Eucharist, the use of leavened or unleavened bread, baptism, burial, fasting, and so on. More importantly perhaps, the Byzantines did not feel the need to justify a change; clerical marriage was for them the apostolic tradition. They had not deviated from an ancient rule still 86 Ibid.: 'Τοῦτο δέ φαμεν οὐκ ἐπ᾿ ἀθετήσει, ἢ ἀνατροπῇ τῶν ἀποστολικῶς νενομοθετημένων, ἀλλὰ τῆς σωτηρίας καὶ τῆς ἐπὶ τὸ κρεῖττον προκοπῆς τῶν λαῶν προμηθούμενοι, καὶ τοῦ μὴ δοῦναι μῶμόν τινα κατὰ τῆς ἱερατικῆς καταστάσεως'. 87 Ibid. 'Καὶ ὁ ἑβδομηκοστὸς δὲ κανὼν τῆς παρούσης συνόδου ἐλέγχει τοὺς Λατίνους, περὶ τούτου κακῶς φρονοῦντας'. followed by the Western Church, and as such their practice did not need to be explained away.
Conclusion
Master Honorius and the author of the Summa Lipsiensis often referred to the Eastern Church in their explanations of the ancient canons on clerical marriage, and they were not hostile or dismissive towards it. Their views on the situation of the Eastern clergy were obscured by false assumptions, problems of chronology, abbreviated canons, and ambiguous vocabulary. But they did not sweep difficulties under the carpet. For example, in their explanation of canon 10 of Ancyra, when faced with chrono-logical uncertainty and the false assumption that Eastern deacons could marry, they found imaginative ways to twist the laws and make them fit, even if it meant assuming that different parts of the same canon could refer to different Churches without explicitly saying so. Such legal gymnastics encouraged them to probe deeper and to engage further with the legal development of both Eastern and Western discipline.
Despite, or perhaps because of, the two decretists' efforts to understand the situation in the East, many misconceptions remained, and they ended up with a rather polarized image of the Eastern Church. According to their understanding, Eastern clerics were less restricted than in reality: not only could they continue to have sex with their wives, but they could also choose to marry at any point in their career. This made them perfect subjects for thought experiments: the different rules of the Eastern Church increased the variety of questions that could be discussed. Scenarios such as the one of the travelling priest satisfied the decretists' legal curiosity while allowing them to investigate contemporary topics, such as the vows of continence or the marital debt.
In these explorations of the Eastern 'other', Master Honorius and the author of the Summa Lipsiensis appeared remarkably accepting of alien customs. They acknowledged that it used to be heretical to refuse the Eucharist from a married priest and that marital sex can be a form of chastity, even in the case of clerics. This more positive attitude was perhaps a result of their understanding of the historical development of the discipline of clerical celibacy: a man-made innovation that was introduced progressively by the papacy into the different grades of the Western clergy. This attitude contrasts with that of the Byzantine canon lawyers who remained almost silent about the more recent marital customs of Western clergy. But they did not have a legal shift to justify: as they saw it, they had remained steadfast in the apostolic command of clerical marriage; and even though their introduction of episcopal celibacy was acknowledged as an innovation, it was a change that had also been made by the Western Church.
The accepting attitude of the two decretists contrasts also with the reformist discourses of the eleventh and twelfth centuries. The implications of clerical marriage for Church property, more than the question of ritual purity, were occasionally discussed, but mostly in relation to the Western rather than the Eastern clergy. The impact of reformist discourses on Master Honorius and the author of the Summa Lipsiensis might have been more subtle: the recent attempts to enforce this older 'innovation' of clerical celibacy may have fueled their interest in the East and the past, making the Eastern clerics 'good to think with'.
Leeds.
